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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

2002/0114278 Coussement 8-2002 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 10-12, 14, 17-19, 22-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Coussement, U.S. Publication No.: 2002/01 14278 A1 . 
Coussement teaches: 

Claim 10: An arrangement, comprising: a plurality of network components 
comprising a monitoring component and a monitored component, each 
component comprising: a communication unit providing a direct communication 
to the other components (Figures 1-8 and Abstract & par. 1 & 3 & 28; 
communication network environment and communication devices) a memory to 
store an address of the monitoring component when the respective component is 
being monitored ( g es 1 -6 and Abstrac a \ 6 
devices contact hste and stahsncH a processing unit, the processing unit 
monitors a state of the respective component and sends state information via the 
communication unit to the stored address when the respective component is 
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being monitored, and the processing unit transmits a monitoring instruction to the 
monitored component when the respective component is monitoring (Figures 1-6 

id par, 3-4 & 1 6 x:ee sr :■ id process 

yi timed ia co m tions an< po ig , the monitoring instruction comprises 
the address of the respective monitoring component and sent directly to the 
monitored component via the communication unit (Figures 1 -6 end Abstract & 
par. 16, 19; contact histories, reporting statistics and multimedia communication 
and reporting), wherein each component: addressable in a communication 
network, monitorable by each of the other components via the processing unit, 
and equipped for monitoring each of the other components via the 
communication unit (Figures 1-6 and Abstract & par. 16, 19; co'mim eves 
reporting statistics and multimedia communication and reporting). 
Claim 11: Wherein the communication network is a packet switched network 
(Figures 1-6 and par. 8; internet protocol network telephony). 
Claim 12: Wherein a maximum number of addresses stored is predetermined 
(Figures 1 -6 and par. 6 & 14; storage devices and furthermore it is inherent that a 
storage devsce will have >clmum numbe 

Claim 14: Wherein the monitoring instruction comprises information about which 
changes of state are to be sent as state information •, i c c * - td A >st c & 

par. i6 led 82; acme momtcrlng activity slates of IP phones and agent 

reporting communication and capability states of PC and IP phones). 

Claim 17: Wherein the monitoring component uses the information about states 
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or changes of state for visual indication \ - ^ - s ^ \ 

6 -x 82 e s ax id ins 

Claim 18: Wherein the monitored component can disable monitoring by 
individual or all monitoring components (Figures i-S and par 22 & 71; 

authorizing and authenticating agents). 

Claim 19: Wherein, while an acknowledgement to the monitoring component 
repeats the transmission of a monitoring instruction a stipulated intervals of time 

(Figures 1-6 and par. 94; periodic polling). 

Claim 22: Wherein the information about the transmitability of the monitoring 
instruction can be used to determine a corresponding state for the component 
which is to be monitored (The limitation that the instruction "can be used to 
determine" is intended use and therefore is not being given any patentable 
weight. Furthermore, paragraph 80 shows that the polling determines whether a 
component is logged off or not). 

Claim 33: Wherein each of the components are voice over IP telephones 

(Figures 1-6 and par. 28, 35 & 41; VoIP). 

Claim 34: Wherein each of the components are telephony clients , <. , 

and par. 8, internet protocol network telephony). 

Claim 35: Wherein each of the components is selected from the group consisting 
of telephone, telephony client, server, gateway, and gatekeeper (Figures 1-6 and 
par. 8; internet protocol network telephony). 
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Claims 10-12, 14, 17-18, 19, 22 and 33-35 are substantially the same as claims 
23-32 and are therefore rejected using the same rationale applied to claims 10- 
12, 14, 17-18, 19, 22 and 33-35. 

Furthermore regarding claim 30, wherein the user is provided an input field for 
inputting a text message to be sent to the monitored component when the 
monitored component is busy (* o 6 and Abstract & pat 8 !9 ; 87&82: 
instant messaging applications). 
(10) Response to Argument 
In substance the appellant argues: 

A) That "a memory to store an address of the monitoring component when the 
respective component is being monitored" is not the same as the memory recited within 
Coussement. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Coussement discloses multiple 
identifiers (i.e. telephone numbers [addressesl ) and multiple storage/memory 
components that could store the address (par. 5). 

B) That Coussement does not teach or suggest that each [network] component 
comprises a processing unit, the claim language itself does not have this limitation. The 
Examiner has understood that the " each component", referred to in the text of the 
instant claim(s), to be in fact the monitoring component and the monitored component. 
Therefore Coussement reads on this limitation because Coussement discloses 
periodically polling [monitoring! of each agent station [the monitoring component and 
the monitored component] comprising of computer terminals and various forms of 
servers and processors [processing unit l (Figures 1-6 and par, 4). The appellant 
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could easily overcome this by amending the claim(s) to recite "each network component 
comprising:" 

C) That Coussement does not teach a processing unit that monitors a state of 
the respective component and sends state information via a communication unit to the 
stored address when the respective component is being monitored. The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Coussement discloses periodically polling [monitoring] of each 
agent station, comprising of computer terminals and various forms of servers and 
processors [processing unit] , for hardware and software capabilities, in a 
communication network [communication unitl , and providing routing improvements to 
determine which agents are upgraded and which are not [state or status information] 
(par. 94). 

D) That Coussement does not teach a processing unit that transmits a 
monitoring instruction to the monitored component when the respective component is 
monitoring. Coussement discloses the polling of each agent station, comprising of 
computer terminals and various forms of servers and processors [processing unitl , for 
hardware and software capabilities and providing routing improvements [instructions! 
to determine which agents are upgraded and which are not {par. 94). 

E) That a contact history, a reporting statistic, a multimedia communication and 
a reporting does not teach or suggest an instruction sent from the monitoring 
component to the monitored component let alone that the instruction includes the 
address of the respective monitoring component. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Coussement entitles his invention as "Capability-Based routing" and this is to be 
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conducted between agent stations [monitoring component and monitored 
component! and further discloses providing actual routing improvements [instructions] 
to determine which agents are upgraded and which are not. These routing 
improvements [instructions] consist of routing rules, waiting queues, paths and nodes, 
and these paths/nodes include the address of the respective monitoring components 
(par. 13 & 94). Furthermore, Coussement discloses multiple identifiers [addresses] 
for a specific call [instructions] from a call center [monitoring component and 
monitored component] (par. 5). 

F) That no all memory will store an address, let alone an address of a monitoring 
device and moreover have a maximum number of addresses which are predetermined. 
While the appellant might be right in that not aN memory will store addresses let alone 
an address of a monitoring device, however memory/storage related to routing 
information/improvements (i.e. routing rules, waiting queues, paths and nodes) will (par. 
94); and all memory has inherently a maximum storage capacity. 

G) That: 

- Periodically polling each agent station for hardware and software 
capabilities (i.e. information, data, meta-data etc.) 

- Providing routing improvements (i.e. routing rules, waiting queues, paths 
and nodes) 

- Determining which agents are upgraded and which are not (i.e. status 
information) 
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cannot reasonably be considered the as repeating of the transmission of a 
monitoring instruction at stipulated intervals of time. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees, first in that the routing improvements (comprising of routing rules, waiting 
queues, paths and nodes) are the set of instructions and secondly because the 
stipulated intervals of time is the same as the polling being conducted periodically (i.e. 
during a stipulated interval of time) (par, 94). 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 

M.A. 

/William C. Vaughn, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2144 

Conferees: 

/William C. Vaughn, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2144 

/John Follansbee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2151 



